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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

T WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

August 12, 1976

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: DONALD G. OGILVEES:>
ACTING DIRECTOR
SUBJECT: Proposed Aviation Noise Policy

Statement

Secretary Coleman wishes to issue an aviation noise policy statement by
September 1, when he is scheduled to testify before the House Aviation
Subcommittee on the Administration's noise policy. He promises to
announce a major new program to curb aircraft noise and stimulate new
plane production. The following discussion presents options concerning
what the policy statement should say. Financing choices associated with
one of the options are covered in TAB A.

Background

About six million people are significantly affected by airport
noise, 600 thousand seriously so.

Environmental groups and airport neighbors have long pushed

for federal aircraft noise reduction action. Congressional
attention to the problem is increasing, although no legislative
action will be taken this year.

The main federal action to date has been issuance of noise
standards for new aircraft in 1969. However, given the
longevity of jet aircraft, over 75% of the current air
carrier fleet does not meet the standards. The oldest 25%
of the jet fleet (B-707s, DC-8s) are also the noisiest.
Later model aircraft (B-727, DC-9), which comprise 50% of
the fleet, are less noisy but do not meet the 1969 stand-
ards.

There are many ways to reduce aviation noise which are practiced to
different degrees at present. Chief among them are: 1) imposition
of a jet ban or night curfew (e.g., such as at Washington National);
2) operational techniques such as runway use adjustments and
scheduling to avoid the use of the noisiest types of planes at



close-in airports; 3) land purchase, soundproofing buildings and
local zoning measures; 4) retrofit of existing aircraft engines
with sound absorbing material or replacement of the engines with
quieter ones; and 5) retirement of the older, non-standard-meeting
aircraft and replacement with new, quieter airplanes.

Options

There are three major courses of action regarding what basic policy statement
should be issued. The options differ in the emphasis they place on the noise
reduction methods stated above. The options are:

1) Issue the statement and include in it a 4-10 year, $3.5 billion
program funded mainly by an environmental surcharge, This
would help replace the noisiest types of aircraft with new
technology and retrofit some of the later model planes which
do not meet the 1969 standards,

2) Defer making a policy statement until after September 1, to
permit a paper to be presented to you which compares the
costs and effectiveness of various noise abatement options.

3) Issue a policy statement which limits the federal regulatory role
to assistance on operational techniques and future aircraft noise
reduction,

Discussion of Options

Option #1--This option would require most commercial aircraft operating in
the U.S. to meet the 1969 noise standards over 4-10 years, It is intended
that the oldest, noisiest jets (B-707s, DC-8s) would be replaced with a new,
higher technology aircraft while the later model, non-standard planes

(e.g., B-727s, DC-9s) would be retrofitted with sound absorbing material,

A fuller discussion of this option can be found in TAB B, prepared by DOT.

Key arguments in favor of this option are:

-- It would lower aircraft noise levels over 4-10 years and take
action on the long standing noise problem.

-- It could ease the pressure on local airport authorities to establish
curfews and other operating restrictions which, if widespread, would
be disruptive to air travel.

-~ It could create sizable orders for new aircraft and stimulate airframe
manufacturers into launching new, advanced aircraft types with
improved fuel efficiency as well as quieter engines. Employment
in the aerospace industry would also rise substantially and the ——
competitive advantage of U.S. manufacturers would be enhanced. T TR



-- Local authorities could undertake land purchases, zoning regulations
and other noise abatement steps with a definitive, long-term
federal noise control policy with which to plan,

Option #2--This option would delay issuing a policy statement until after
September 1, to permit a decision paper to be prepared which presented you
with the full range of noise reduction options available. The paper would
discuss the relative costs and benefits of options such as: 1) retrofit

of all non-standard aircraft so as to achieve compliance; 2) retrofit of

the noisiest set of aircraft only; 3) use of operating techniques and

lTimited curfews at the most serious noise problem airports; and 4) establish-
ment of a noise pollution tax which escalates with the degree of noise an
aircraft emits.

Factors in favor of this option are:

-- Option #1 has no quantification of the benefits expected to be
achieved and no comparison of the replacement/retrofit option
with other measures which could be taken,

-~ Some of the other approaches to noise reductions may be more cost
effective than Option #1. For example, if all non-standard air-
craft were retrofitted it would cost only 1/4 to 1/3 of Option #1
and yet also provide significant noise relief, Further, Option
#1 would devote 90% of the noise reduction funds to planes which
account for only 10% of the operations at noise-problem airports,

-- Options such as initiation of a noise poliution tax on non-standard
aircraft and imposition of partial curfews appear to offer sub-
stantial noise reductions and have the advantage of being able

to be tailored to local needs and wishes. A community could trade
off, for example, a diminution of night service with a quieter
environment.

-- The replacement/retrofit proposal may have substantive flaws which
should be further explored. For instance, the airline interest
group which conceived of the replacement/retrofit idea contends
that retrofitting the non-standard but less noisy aircraft (e.g.,
B-727s, DC-9s) would have no appreciable noise benefit, but would
cost $200-300 million, It is also not certain that Option #1 will
result in a new generation of aircraft, given that the airlines
could choose to purchase existing aircraft types, or to re-~engine
or retrofit a large number of the planes that DOT presumes would
be replaced.

Option #3--This option would limit federal actions to promulgations of
regulations for future aircraft types (to make them quieter than the 1969
standard levels) and establishment of the quietest operating procedures
consistent with a high safety standard,
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Factors in favor of this option are:

-- It would keep federal involvement at a minimum level, allowing each
community to determine the degree to which it wishes to impose
operating restrictions (e.g., curfews) and other noise abatement
measures. This seems appropriate because: 1) over half of the six
million people appreciably affected by aircraft noise are located
around five airports; 2) a community could trade off the degree and
cost of service with the amount of noise it wished to accept. There
is evidence that many areas prefer to tolerate noise rather than re-
duce air activity because of service and employment losses that
operating restrictions can bring.

-- It is not clear that action to control noise at the source greatly
changes -people’s perceptions of being annoyed. There does not
appear to be a clear correlation, for example, between the
introduction of the new, quieter aircraft and the level of complaints
made at a given airport. This may be due to the gradual nature of
changes in the noise emissions made.

-- The noise problem is not growing, with 1975 being probably better
than 1974 in terms of total noise generated. Since it is
estimated that 1/3 to 1/2 of the noisiest aircraft will be
retired over the next 10 years, the noise from the increase in
total operations will be offset by a reduction in the number of
most offensive planes.

-- The proposal appears to be inconsistent with Secretary Coleman’s
decision to let the Concorde, which is twice as noisy on takeoff
as any other commercial jet, into the U.S. However, DOT contends
that there is no inconsistency since the Concorde is a very
Timited demonstration which has a more symbolic than real noise
impact.

Recommendations

Agency comments were only received on Option #1. As mentioned earlier,
the statement did not provide detailed discussions of the various options
other than replacement/retrofit, so no comments on these are available.
The agency comments which were received indicate:

-- In favor of Option #1 (replacement/retrofit)--DOT, NASA, State,
and HEW. o

-- In favor of Option #2 (further analysis)--CEQ and Justice.

-- In favor of Option #3 (1imited federal involvement)--CEA, COWPS,
and OMB.
































































































































































































